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A predictive validation study was conducted to determine the extent to which the be-
havior description (BDI) and situational (SI) interviews predict typical versus maxi-
mum performance. Incoming MBA-students (n = 79) were interviewed regarding
teamplaying behavior. Four months later, peers within study groups anonymously
evaluated each person’s typical teamplaying behavior, whereas other peers within
project groups anonymously evaluated each person’s maximum teamplaying be-
havior. Both the BDI and the SI predicted typical performance. The SI also pre-
dicted maximum performance. Implications and directions for future research are
discussed.
The method most frequently used to select employees is the employment interview
(Dipboye, 1994; Schuler, Frier, & Kauffmann, 1993). Structured interviews, such
as the behavior description interview (BDI; Janz, 1982) and the situational inter-
view (SI; Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980), are developed to take into ac-
count practicality, legal defensibility (Latham & Finnegan, 1993; Terpstra, Mo-
hamed, & Kethley, 1999), and criterion-related validity (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994).
Numerous studies have investigated diverse aspects of the interviews’ content
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(e.g., Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001) and structure (e.g., Taylor & Small,
2002), as well as characteristics of the interviewers (e.g., Huffcutt & Woehr, 1999).
Relatively little research, however, has been conducted on the criteria that these in-
terviews predict (e.g., Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Klehe, 2004), although the “cri-
terion problem” remains a vexing issue in personnel selection (Viswesvaran &
Ones, 2005). A further limitation of the extant research is the lack of knowledge as
to the construct(s) that structured interviews assess (e.g., Van Iddekinge, Raymark,
Eidson, & Attenweiler, 2004). This study attempts to fill these gaps by examining
the literature on structured interviews with regard to typical versus maximum
performance.
When selecting employees, organizations can strive to select candidates who
can or candidates who will do the best job. This distinction between a person’s
maximum and typical performance (Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1988) has wide-
reaching implications for organizations. Yet, organizations make huge financial in-
vestments in their selection procedures without taking into account which of these
two aspects of performance they are trying to predict (Guion, 1991).
In the following sections, we outline (a) the distinction between typical and
maximum performance, (b) its underlying theory, and (c) how the distinction is rel-
evant to personnel selection. We then (d) describe the two interview formats used
in this study, the BDI and SI, and on the basis of empirical research and theory we
investigated whether these two types of interviews have different relationships
with a person’s behavior under typical versus maximum performance conditions,
and (e) why the respective findings are important for both theory and practice in
personnel selection.
TYPICAL AND MAXIMUM PERFORMANCE
Cronbach (1960) classified tests into two broad categories, tests of maximum and
tests of typical performance. The former term designates tests that seek to assess
how much or how well people can perform at their best, such as measures of cogni-
tive ability and proficiency in terms of knowledge or skill (e.g., reading French).
The distinguishing feature of these measures is that people must want to do well,
and that they are encouraged to do so to earn the best score they can. In contrast,
typical performance, Cronbach argued, is what people are likely to do in a given
situation. “Tests of typical performance are used to investigate not what the person
can do but what he does” (Cronbach, 1960, p. 31). Cronbach further stated the fol-
lowing: “The test of a suitable employee is whether she maintains that courtesy in
her daily work even when she is not ‘on her best behavior’” (p. 31). Cronbach con-
cluded with the observation that a test of ability has relatively little practical value
for predicting a person’s characteristic behavior.
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In applying Cronbach’s classification to job performance criteria, Sackett et al.
(1988) argued that typical performance occurs when people are not aware that they
are being evaluated, when they are not instructed to do their “very best,” and when
their performance is assessed over an extended period of time. Maximum perfor-
mance, in contrast, occurs when people know that their performance is being eval-
uated, when they receive instructions to exert great effort, and when the duration is
short enough to enable performers to remain focused on the task. Sackett et al.
(1988) further stated that in practice, typical and maximum performance represent
a continuum rather than a dichotomy, which renders any comparison between
them relative.
The differentiation between typical versus maximum performance mirrors the
distinction between a person’s motivation and ability (Sackett & Larson, 1990).
Although acknowledging that job performance is a function of both an individual’s
ability and motivation (Locke, Mento, & Katcher, 1978; Maier, 1955), Sackett and
his colleagues (DuBois, Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1993; Sackett & Larson, 1990)
argued that in situations requiring maximum performance, motivation is con-
strained to be high. This is because people know that they are being monitored for
only a brief period of time, and hence they accept instructions to exert a great deal
of effort. “Unless one is inviting disciplinary action, one has little choice but to ex-
pend effort on the task in question … (and) accepting these instructions (to focus
full attention on optimal performance) leads to a high level of effort” (DuBois et
al., 1993, p. 206). Thus Sackett et al. (1988) concluded that differences among peo-
ple on a measure of maximum performance reflect primarily differences in their
ability.
Typical performance, they said, is a person’s normal behavior under everyday
work conditions. Choice, level, and persistence of effort are relatively uncon-
strained by the organization in the day-to-day work setting. Thus, typical perfor-
mance is largely a function of a person’s motivation. Typical performance reflects
what a person “chooses to do” in drawing on ability to execute a task. Janz (1989,
p. 164) summarized this distinction as follows: “Maximum performance focuses
on competencies, whereas typical performance focuses on choices.” The tasks
used where this distinction between typical and maximum performance has been
studied include sensory motor, interpersonal, and administrative tasks in field and
laboratory settings (e.g., DuBois et al., 1993; Klehe & Anderson, 2004; Ployhart,
Lim, & Chan, 2001; Sackett et al., 1988).
Although rarely studied by industrial and organizational psychologists, the dis-
tinction between typical and maximum performance has wide-reaching implica-
tions for work settings in general (e.g., Dewberry, 2001; Sackett & Larson, 1990;
Smith-Jentsch, Salas, & Brannick, 2001; Thorsteinson & Balzer, 1999) and for
personnel selection in particular (e.g., Ackerman & Humphreys, 1990; Arvey &
Murphy, 1998; Borman, 1991; Klehe & Anderson, 2005). Guion (1991) proposed
that the relatively low correlation between measures of typical and maximum per-
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formance on the same task (e.g., Ployhart et al., 2001; Sackett et al., 1988) explains
in part the low criterion-related validity coefficients for many predictors of job per-
formance. Similarly, Campbell (1990) argued that hiring people on the basis of a
predictor score of maximum performance could be one cause for the weak rela-
tionship that is subsequently found between results of that selection decision and a
person’s typical performance on the job. Boudreau (1991) pointed out that a mis-
match between a predictor (e.g., of maximum performance) and a criterion mea-
sure (e.g., typical performance) adversely affects the results of utility analyses. A
utility analysis will be biased if the dollar value is based on a maximum perfor-
mance measure while one tries to predict an individual’s typical performance, and
vice versa. Consequently, both researchers and practitioners need to make explicit
which aspect of performance they wish to predict, and which type of performance
a given predictor actually predicts (Guion, 1998).
Addressing Construct Validity
Binning and Barrett (1989, p. 480) noted that during the theory-building process
regarding a selection procedure’s validity, the researchers “assume that two of the
three inferences [predictor construct to predictor measure, predictor construct to
performance construct, performance construct to performance measure] are cor-
rect and this, combined with empirical evidence of inference 1 [predictor measure
to performance measure], allows a valid conclusion regarding the remaining
inference.”
Hence the arguments for differentiating typical from maximum performance
are also applicable for identifying the constructs assessed by a selection procedure
such as the BDI and the SI for predicting a person’s performance: First, Sackett et
al.’s (1988) arguments and the results of empirical research (Klehe & Anderson,
2004; McCloy, Campbell, & Cudeck, 1994) suggest that motivation influences
typical performance more strongly than it influences maximum performance on
the same task; and, facets of ability influence maximum performance more
strongly than they influence typical performance (inference predictor construct to
performance construct). Second, a manipulation of typical and maximum perfor-
mance in terms of (a) instructions to exert effort, (b) perceived evaluation of one’s
performance, and (c) duration of the task, while (d) holding the relevance and
observability of the respective behaviors constant across conditions, permits an ap-
propriate assessment of the typical versus maximum performance domains (infer-
ence performance measure to performance construct; DuBois et al., 1993; Sackett
et al., 1988). Finally, one may assess the empirical link between a predictor and a
typical versus a maximum performance measure of the same task. Taken together,
these three links (predictor construct to criterion construct, criterion construct to
criterion measure, predictor measure to criterion measure) allow drawing the last
inference, the link between the predictor measure and its underlying dimensions
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(Binning & Barrett, 1989). In short, if the respective predictor succeeds better at
predicting maximum performance than it does at predicting typical performance,
then the predictor is primarily a measure of an individual’s task-related abilities
(DuBois et al., 1993). If, however, the predictor turns out to be a significantly
better predictor of typical performance than of maximum performance, then it is
primarily a measure of an individual’s motivation. To date, no study has employed
the distinction between typical and maximum performance to analyze which of
these two constructs, ability or motivation, explains a selection procedure’s valid-
ity. The purpose of this study was to do so with regard to two structured selection
interviews, the BDI and SI.
STRUCTURED SELECTION INTERVIEWS
Hardly anyone would doubt the prevalence of interviews for selecting job candi-
dates (Dipboye, 1994; Schuler et al., 1993), or the importance of structuring an in-
terview to ensure that it has reasonable psychometric properties (e.g. Conway,
Jako, & Goodman, 1995; Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988).
Two frequently used structured interviews are the SI (Latham et al., 1980) and the
BDI (Janz, 1982). The SI consists of job-related dilemmas derived from a job anal-
ysis, the critical incident technique (CIT; Flanagan, 1954), and asks interviewees
to describe what they would do in each situation. Interviewees’ answers are then
compared to a preestablished scoring guide for each question, which illustrates
outstanding, acceptable, and unacceptable responses. The BDI asks each applicant
the same questions asked of subject matter experts (SMEs) in conducting the CIT,
namely: What were the circumstances in which you demonstrated this behavior in
the past? What exactly did you do? What was the outcome? Is there someone who
can verify this information?
Structured interviews in general, and SIs and BDIs in particular, have yielded
high criterion-related validity coefficients for a wide range of job positions, per-
formance criteria, and demographic groups (Huffcutt et al., 2004; Latham &
Sue-Chan, 1999; Taylor & Small, 2002). A question that has yet to be resolved,
however, is why these interview techniques have high criterion related validity.
Currently, they suffer from the same “validity paradox” as assessment centers (Ar-
thur, Woehr, & Maldegen, 2000; Klimoski & Brickner, 1987; Sackett & Dreher,
1982; Schneider & Schmitt, 1992). Although consistently demonstrating content-
and criterion-related validity, evidence of their construct-related validity regarding
the abilities, skills, and personality tendencies for which they had been developed
to assess is low (Conway & Peneno, 1999; Huffcutt, Weekley, Wiesner, Degroot,
& Jones, 2001; Schuler & Funke, 1989; Van Iddekinge et al., 2004). Mitchell
(1985) has argued that only by focusing on the construct(s) being measured by a
predictor can we understand a predictor’s criterion-related validity. Moreover,
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identifying the underlying construct assessed by a predictor is important for in-
creasing incremental validity (e.g., when combining structured interviews with
other predictors).
The assumption underlying the SI is that it assesses intentions (e.g., Latham,
1989; Latham et al., 1980). As noted earlier, inherent in each SI question is a di-
lemma for which the ideal answer is not evident. The purpose of the dilemma is to
minimize a socially desirable response to an interviewer’s question (Latham &
Skarlicki, 1995; Maurer, Sue-Chan, & Latham, 1999). Intentions, a core variable
in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), are defined as “a representation of a fu-
ture course of action to be performed … a proactive commitment to bringing them
(future actions) about” (Bandura, 2000, p. 5). Intentions are generally viewed as
the direct motivational instigator of behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Lewin,
1951; Locke & Latham, 1990; Ryan, 1970).
Similarly, the underlying assumption of the BDI is that interviewees’ answers
“reveal specific choices applicants have made in the past, and the circumstances
surrounding those choices” (Janz, 1989, p. 159). Based on the assumption that past
behavior is the best predictor of future behavior, Janz (1989, pp. 159–160) argued
that “the more long-standing the applicant’s behavior pattern in the past, the more
likely it will predict behavior in the future.”
Janz (1989) stated that the SI is more likely an assessment of maximum rather
than typical performance because it invites “ideal” responses. The focus in the SI is
on the future, “what would you do?” Giving an “ideal” answer may be more an in-
dicator of a person’s knowledge than motivation. In contrast to the SI, the sole fo-
cus of the BDI is on “what have you done?” Janz argued that this focus is likely to
tap primarily motivation rather than a person’s ability. However, in answering an
interviewer’s question, an interviewee may choose to describe an incident from the
past where maximum performance was exhibited on the job. There is as yet no em-
pirical research on whether typical versus maximum performance is being as-
sessed in either one or both of these interview formats.
More recently, Van Iddekinge, Raymark, and Roth (2005) outlined several fea-
tures of structured interviews which support the notion that both of these interview
formats assess an interviewee’s motivation. Specifically, the diverse cognitive de-
mands placed on interviewees during the interview likely mitigate them giving so-
cially desirable responses (e.g., the challenge of conceiving reply-distortions that
are consistent with what the receiver might already know, time constraints, and the
need to maintain an ongoing positive interaction with an interviewer). In addition,
a meta-analysis suggests that structured interviews do in fact assess a “generalized
motivation factor” (Huffcutt, Roth, & McDaniel, 1996, p. 470). This, of course,
does not imply that an interviewee’s motivation and ability are unrelated. Latham
(1989, p. 175) acknowledged the following: “It is likely that these intentions are af-
fected by, or are related to, certain cognitive abilities and sociability skills.” How-
ever, Latham’s (1989) argument regarding the SI, and Janz’s (1989) argument re-
362 KLEHE AND LATHAM
garding the BDI suggest that these two structured interviews primarily assess a
person’s motivation and hence primarily predict an interviewee’s typical perfor-
mance on a day-to-day basis. If this is correct, the arguments presented regarding
the relationships between motivation and ability on the one hand and typical versus
maximum performance on the other hand lead to the following hypotheses:
H1–H2: Both the (H1) SI and (H2) the BDI are significantly better predictors of
typical rather than of maximum performance.
Typical versus maximum performance is on a continuum. Although variance in
maximum performance can largely be accounted for by what performers “can do,”
that is, by variance in their task-related abilities (DuBois et al., 1993), variance in
typical performance on the same task is additionally explained by what the same
performers “choose to do,” that is, by variance in their motivation. Consequently, if
the SI and the BDI are assessments of what individuals “choose to do” (their moti-
vation), the inclusion of these interviews should add incremental validity to the
prediction of typical performance, after maximum performance (an assessment of
what performers “can do”) has been accounted for.
H3–H4: Both the (H3) SI and (H4) BDI add incremental validity to the predic-
tion of typical performance after accounting for individuals’ maximum
performance on the same task.
The importance of testing these hypotheses is at least threefold. First, the
continuum between typical and maximum performance has received far more at-
tention conceptually than empirically (Klehe & Anderson, 2005). Second, the
logic underlying typical versus maximum performance suggests the use of this
continuum to discover constructs underlying a selection procedure’s validity.
This study is the first to do so. Third, previous studies have analyzed a construct
hypothesized to be assessed by a structured selection interview by correlating
scores in an interview with an external assessment of the hypothesized construct.
Typically this was done without testing whether the construct itself explained the
interview’s criterion-related validity (e.g., Conway & Peneno, 1999; Moscoso,
2000; Salgado & Moscoso, 2002; Van Iddekinge et al., 2004). This study is the
first to test the hypotheses of the two developers of these two interview tech-
niques, namely Janz (1989) and Latham (1989). They stated that their respective
interview techniques, BDI and SI, assess the direct motivational antecedents of
what individuals “will do” when they encounter a situation on the job similar to
the one described during the interview. Support for Janz and Latham’s hypothe-
ses would strengthen the case for the interviews’ incremental validity for ability
and knowledge tests.
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METHOD
Participants
The sample consisted of incoming students enrolled in a full-time MBA program
at a large Canadian University. Seventy-nine (47%) out of 167 students were inter-
viewed.1 The interviewees were a representative sample of the incoming students
in that 37% were women compared to 31% in the cohort. Their average age was 28
years (SD = 3.6) with 4.9 years of work experience (SD = 3), compared to 28 years
(SD = 3.5) with 4.7 years work experience (SD = 3) in the cohort. Similarly, the
GMAT scores of the sample participants (mean = 660, SD = 41.10) and the cohort
group (mean = 669.89, SD= 53.9) did not differ (p > .05).
This sample was selected for six reasons: (a) The performance criterion was
teamplaying behavior, a core competency of managerial careers (Allred, Snow, &
Miles, 1996; Brodbeck et al., 2000) and an MBA education. (b) This criterion is
frequently assessed in structured selection interviews (Huffcutt, Conway, et al.,
2001). Hence its use in this study facilitates comparisons with previous studies. (c)
The students had been admitted to the MBA program on factors unrelated to mea-
sures of teamplaying behavior, or their performance on the SI and the BDI items.
Thus, restriction of range was unlikely to attenuate validity coefficients. (d) The
participants had not yet entered the organization at the time of the interviews. This
was important to minimize any contamination due to the socialization process
(Louis, 1980) or decreased motivation during the interview (Arvey, Strickland,
Drauden, & Martin, 1990). (e) The interviews were conducted within a narrow
time period, which ensured that the duration between the assessment of the predic-
tors and the criterion remained constant across interviewees. (f) As is described
later, conducting this study in an MBA program enabled a parallel assessment of
typical and maximum performance, as well as a manipulation check regarding
these two measures.
Procedure
Predictors. Four 2nd-year MBA students serving as SMEs worked with the
first author to collect 24 critical incidents on teamplaying behavior during the
MBA program. On the basis of these incidents, they developed 16 SI and BDI
questions that were as comparable as the differing question formats would allow.
SMEs developed parallel scoring guides with behavioral benchmarks for outstand-
ing (5), acceptable (3), and unacceptable (1) answers. Although a scoring guide is
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1The sample size would likely have been higher if the business school had not switched its e-mail
system during the time period in which this validation study occurred. Outgoing and incoming e-mails
were lost without signaling error messages. In addition, the catastrophe of September 11, 2001, caused
several interviews to be cancelled. This sample was used in an early study by Klehe and Latham (2005).
not a requirement of the BDI (Janz, 1989), previous research indicates that using a
scoring guide improves the validity of BDIs (Taylor & Small, 2002).
A pilot test was conducted with 31 management students who did not take part
in the validation study. Following the pilot test, the SMEs, together with eight doc-
toral students in human resource management, revised the scoring guide and elimi-
nated the questions where they could not reach consensus on how to score inter-
viewee answers, as well as questions for which there was little or no variance in the
interviewees’ responses. This resulted in nine SI and nine comparable BDI ques-
tions (see the Appendix for an example).
At the beginning of the interviews, interviewees were told that they would be
asked questions about difficult situations that they are likely to encounter during
the MBA program. The order of SI and BDI questions was randomized across par-
ticipants. Consistent with SI procedures (Latham, 1989), no probing or prompting
was done in SIs. For BDIs, this is not the case, as BDIs ask interviewees about past
situations that they should have encountered (Janz, 1989). A pilot study was con-
ducted to eliminate questions tapping areas that the interviewees had not experi-
enced in their past. In the actual interview, interviewees who responded that they
had never experienced a given situation were encouraged to recall instances simi-
lar to the one that the interviewer wished to probe, regardless of whether the situa-
tion was in a school, work, or private context (Campion, Palmer, & Campion,
1997; Janz, 1982; Orpen, 1985). In the rare instance that participants could still not
report an incident, interviewees were assigned a score of 1 (unacceptable).
Each participant was interviewed by the first author and a doctoral student, who
had been trained as an interviewer, but who was blind to the purpose of the study.
This second interviewer read the questions to the participant, and both interviewers
independently recorded and scored the responses on the basis of the scoring guide.
Following each interview, the two interviewers discussed the scoring of each re-
sponse on which they differed by more than 1 point on the 5-point scale.
Qualitative data suggest that the interviewees treated the interview process seri-
ously. For the majority of them, the interview was their first personal contact with
the business school. Most of them entered the interview in business attire and en-
gaged the interviewers in a friendly yet formal manner. Approximately two thirds
of the interviewees contacted the first author after the interview to obtain feedback
on their interview performance.2
Criteria. Both the typical and maximum performance measures were team-
playing behavior in an MBA program. Both were assessed through anonymous
peer appraisals on the same behavioral observation scales (BOS; Latham &
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2The interviewees were aware that this feedback would only be given after completion of their first
term in the MBA program. This was done to ensure that feedback on the interview had no effect on par-
ticipants’ typical and maximum performance.
Wexley, 1977, 1994) toward the end of the students’ first term in the MBA pro-
gram. Peer appraisals were used because peers have many opportunities to observe
each other during their work (Love, 1981; Mumford, 1983). BOS were used be-
cause they are content-valid, correlate with hard criteria, and have high inter-
observer reliability (e.g., Latham & Wexley, 1977, 1994). They are associated with
high clarity and user acceptance (Tziner & Kopelman, 1988), high subsequent per-
formance, and satisfaction with the appraisal process (Tziner, Kopelman, &
Livneh, 1993).
The BOS used for the assessments of both typical and maximum performance
were developed by Sue-Chan and Latham (2004) to assess teamplaying in a com-
parable MBA program. Fourteen behavioral items such as “coordinates upcoming
work with group members who are involved with the work,” “knows content of as-
pects of the project completed by other group members,” “acts as a mediator to re-
solve conflicts among groups,” and “motivates teammates to produce extremely
high standards of work,” are answered on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from
0 (almost never) to 4 (almost always). Sue-Chan and Latham (2004) found that the
BOS correlates significantly with students’ grade point average in the MBA pro-
gram (r = .61, p < .05). This study used 13 of the 14 items, excluding the item
“knows how to use software necessary for completing an assignment,” as it was not
relevant in this context.
As previously noted, typical and maximum performance are on a continuum,
making comparisons between the two relative. Prior research has employed rela-
tively strong manipulations, with assessments of maximum performance lasting
minutes (Klehe & Anderson, 2004; Sackett et al., 1988; Smith-Jentsch et al.,
2001), hours (Kirk & Brown, 2003), or days (Ployhart, Lim, & Chan, 2001). Very
short observation time periods, especially when assessing sociopsychological
variables such as teamplaying, are vulnerable to at least two threats to validity rela-
tive to longer observation periods (Cascio, 1998). First, different dimensions of
performance may arise when a person’s behavior in the typical performance condi-
tion includes tasks that are not relevant during a short-term maximum performance
assessment (e.g., preparing for group meetings). As a result, the tasks used to as-
sess typical performance are no longer the same as those used to assess maximum
performance. Second, if the assessment of maximum performance is based on far
fewer observations than the assessment of typical performance, the comparability
of reliability estimates between the two assessments is not equivalent (Klehe &
Anderson, 2005).
Consequently, this study employed a relatively weak manipulation to increase
the reliability of the assessments of maximum performance. Rather than as-
sess maximum performance over 2 days, as was done by Ployhart et al. (2001), we
assessed maximum performance over a 5-day period. This was done with the
knowledge that a weak manipulation, 5 days, as opposed to a strong manipulation,
a few minutes (e.g., Klehe & Anderson, 2004), might produce relatively small sta-
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tistical effects. This limitation is offset by the fact that, as Prentice and Mil-
ler (1992) pointed out, the inferences drawn from a weak manipulation are more
likely to generalize to other settings than are those made on the basis of strong
manipulations.
Maximum performance in this study was defined as the arithmetic mean of
scores given anonymously to a participant by peers during a 5-day team project.
During this project, teams of five to six students had to analyze a case study and de-
velop a written set of recommendations based on theory as well as develop an ac-
tion plan on how to implement those recommendations. Teams had been formed
by the lecturer of that course based on the requirements that students should be as
diverse as possible regarding their professional background, race, gender, and per-
centage of people whose first language is English. No two members of the same
study group (discussed later) could be assigned to the same project group. The pro-
ject accounted for 25% of the students’ final grade in the course in which the pres-
ent authors were not involved. Five of the 25% was determined by peer evaluations
of a student’s teamplaying behavior.
The rationale for using project performance as an assessment of maximum
performance is threefold. First, consistent with Sackett et al.’s (1988) require-
ment for high awareness of one’s evaluation by others throughout the evaluation
period, the course instructor informed the students of the ongoing peer assess-
ment of teamplaying performance throughout the project. Second, the instructor
explained to the students the necessity to perform at one’s best, and reminded
them that their teamplaying performance during the project would influence
their course grade. Course grades are crucial in a first year MBA program to at-
tain a relevant summer job. Hence the students were under high pressure to per-
form at their best. These factors satisfy Sackett et al.’s second requirement for
maximum performance. Third, the project lasted only 5 days. Relative to the as-
sessment of typical performance throughout the entire semester, the students
could focus their attention on performing well on this project. The project was
not unlike those that confront people in the public and private sectors. The par-
ticipants were confronted with a pressing problem. The causes of the problem
were initially vague until the situation was analyzed in detail. The participants
were required to quickly formulate directions for future actions within a rela-
tively short time period.
Typical performance was defined as the arithmetic mean of scores given to a
student by peers within the person’s study-group, which in total consisted of five to
six individuals. They too had been assigned to groups by the school based on the
requirements that students within a group should be as diverse as possible regard-
ing professional background, race, gender, and percentage of speakers whose first
language is English. Study groups work together throughout the term on accom-
plishing group assignments, analyzing and discussing case studies and their possi-
ble solutions, and making presentations.
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Typical performance was not assessed until the end of the students’ first term in
the MBA program, but before they had received their grades. This measure satis-
fies Sackett et al.’s (1988) definition of typical performance in that (a) the assess-
ment represented a person’s mean performance over an extended time period,
namely 4 consecutive months as opposed to 5 days; (b) students were not aware
during this time period that they would be evaluated by their peers at the end of the
term; and (c) the students were not given any instructions by the faculty during that
period to maximize their effort in their respective study groups.
This operationalization of typical versus maximum performance allowed for
comparable assessments on these two criteria. Both assessments were based on ap-
praisals by peers who had extensive contact with one another in their project and
study groups. In both settings, peers within groups depended on each other’s abil-
ity and motivation while working on similar tasks. Peers were thus the optimal
source for assessing a participant’s teamplaying behavior. Both assessments were
conducted in temporal proximity to each other, namely at the end of the partici-
pants’ first term in the MBA program. In both cases, peers evaluated participants
on exactly the same behaviors using the same appraisal scale. To minimize the
possibility that the assessments of maximum performance could influence the as-
sessments of typical performance, no two appraisers from the same study group
(typical performance) were members of the same project group (maximum perfor-
mance). In addition, because each appraiser made both typical and maximum ap-
praisals with the exact same scale (although on different targets—the members of
their study groups in the typical and the members of their project group in the max-
imum performance condition), differences in maximum versus typical perfor-
mance ratings cannot be influenced by differences in appraisers across the two
conditions.
Manipulation checks. A limitation of earlier studies of typical and maxi-
mum performance (Klehe & Anderson, 2004; Ployhart et al., 2001; Sackett et al.,
1988) is the lack of a manipulation check. Immediately after the respective assess-
ments of maximum and typical performance in this study, the participants indi-
cated the following on a scale from 0 (almost never) to 4 (almost always): (a) how
often they had been aware that they were being evaluated, (b) how often they had
done their very best to contribute to the group’s performance, and (c) how focused
they had been on their group’s work.
In addition, we examined whether the behaviors assessed by the BOS were of
comparable relevance in the typical and maximum performance conditions to en-
sure comparable dimensionality of performance (Cascio, 1998). We also exam-
ined the ease with which the behaviors could be observed in the typical and maxi-
mum performance situations to ensure comparable reliability of performance
observation (Cascio, 1998). For this purpose, a different group of MBA students
from the same MBA program, who had not been involved in the validation study,
368 KLEHE AND LATHAM
evaluated the BOS items on relevance and ease of observation in either their study
groups (n = 51), or during their 5-day project group (n = 53). Relevance and
observability were assessed on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 0 (not at
all) to 4 (very much). The power of detecting a medium effect size on the rating of
the 13 BOS items in the typical and maximum performance situation is .80 (Co-
hen, 1988, 1992).
RESULTS
Manipulation Checks
To determine whether the peer assessments of typical and maximum performance
are distinct constructs, the BOS were subjected to an exploratory factor analysis.
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ2 = 3906, df = 1326, p < .001). Hence
the data did not represent an identity matrix and could be factor analyzed. A Scree
plot revealed two factors that explained 68.1% of the variance. These two factors
were extracted with principal component analysis and rotated oblimin. All assess-
ments of maximum performance loaded .75 or higher on factor 1, but negligibly on
factor 2. All assessments of typical performance loaded .70 or higher on factor 2,
but negligibly on factor 1 (see Table 1). The correlation between the two factors
was significant (r = .30, p < .01).
Independent two tailed t tests on the relevance of the 13 behaviors of the BOS
(M = 3.09, SD = .63 vs. M = 3.17, SD = .41; t = .70, ns), as well as their ease of ob-
servation (M = 2.71, SD = .58 vs. M = 2.83, SD = .58; t = 1.12, ns), revealed no sig-
nificant differences between the typical and maximum performance conditions,
respectively.
The participants in both the typical and the maximum performance group rated
the relevance (t = 4.10–18.09, p > .01) and the ease of observation (t = 2.39–16.84,
p > .05) of all items to be significantly greater than 2, the graphic midpoint of the
Likert-type scale. This indicates that the items were relevant and observable in
both conditions, suggesting comparable dimensionality of performance and reli-
ability of observation (Cascio, 1998).
Finally, to test whether the two performance measures assessed typical versus
maximum performance, the means of the three manipulation-check items pro-
vided by participants directly following their peer assessments were compared via
a paired t test. Participants perceived the maximum performance condition (M =
3.16, SD = .53) as significantly more “maximum” than the typical performance
condition (M = 2.90, SD = .56; t = 3.47, p < .001). In sum, these results indicate
that (a) the assessments of typical and maximum performance represent two inter-
related factors with (b) no differences regarding the relevance or observability of
the respective behaviors. Yet, participants (c) perceived the maximum condition as
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more “maximum” than the typical performance condition. Thus, the manipulation
of typical versus maximum performance in this study was successful.
Reliability
The interrater reliability was .90 for the SI and BDI, respectively. The interrater re-
liability of typical as well as maximum performance was calculated using intra-
class correlations (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). The single measure
intraclass correlation was .67 for typical, and .71 for maximum performance.
Cronbach’s alpha was .96 for both typical and maximum performance, .50 for the
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TABLE 1
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings
for Peer Assessments of Typical and Maximum Teamplaying Performance
Item Factor 1 (Maximum) Factor 2 (Typical)
Maximum 1 .83 .13
Maximum 2 .82 .04
Maximum 3 .83 .01
Maximum 4 .83 –.07
Maximum 5 .84 .03
Maximum 6 .85 –.03
Maximum 7 .84 .06
Maximum 8 .89 –.02
Maximum 9 .78 –.15
Maximum 10 .87 .00
Maximum 11 .82 .09
Maximum 12 .75 .15
Maximum 13 .84 .04
Typical 1 .00 .86
Typical 2 –.06 .83
Typical 3 –.13 .83
Typical 4 –.12 .87
Typical 5 .10 .80
Typical 6 .12 .81
Typical 7 .00 .87
Typical 8 .07 .85
Typical 9 .00 .72
Typical 10 .12 .70
Typical 11 .08 .73
Typical 12 .06 .76
Typical 13 –.08 .82
Eigenvalues 11.73 5.99
% variance explained 45.10 23.02
Cumulative variance explained 45.10 68.12
Note. N = 162.
SI and .71 for the BDI. Although the SI’s internal consistency was lower than that
of the BDI, this is an acceptable level for structured interviews. Conway, Jako,
and Goodman (1995) found that average interitem correlations in interviews di-
minish with interview structure, particularly when the interviews are based on a
job analysis. Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables are reported
in Table 2.
PREDICTING TYPICAL AND MAXIMUM PERFORMANCE
Two approaches were followed to test the predictive validity of the BDI and SI of
typical and maximum performance. First, the predictive validity coefficients of the
two structured interviews for typical and maximum performance were compared
(H1, H2). Second, multiple regression was used to examine whether the interviews
accounted for incremental validity in the prediction of typical performance after
accounting for variance in maximum performance (H3, H4).
Predictive Validity
To control for interviewer effects, the data were examined separately in terms of
the validity coefficients obtained by the interviewer who was aware of the purpose
of this study, versus the validity coefficients obtained by the interviewer who was
blind to the hypotheses. Regardless of the interview format, the two interviewers
did not differ in the prediction of participants’ typical or maximum performance
(tW = .16–.80; df = 76, ns). Similarly, there was no difference regarding the average
score of the interview questions (t = .60–1.13, ns) or (β = .02–.09, ns) regardless of
whether a SI or a BDI question was presented first. Mahalanobis D2 (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2001) revealed the absence of outliers.
The SI was a significant predictor of both typical (r = .41, p < .01; 90% confi-
dence interval [CI] = .25–.55) and maximum performance (r = .25, p < .05; 90% CI
= .07–.41). Several procedures exist for comparing dependent correlations
(Hotelling, 1940; Meng, Rosenthal, & Rubin, 1992; Olkin, 1967; Williams, 1959).
Because these procedures led to the same conclusions in all of the analyses pre-
sented later, the results are reported only for the procedure outlined by Williams
(1959).
A one-tailed t test, consistent with H1, revealed that the predictive validity coef-
ficient of the SI for typical performance was marginally higher than for maximum
performance (tW =1.32; df = 72, p < .10). The predictive validity coefficient of the
BDI was significant for typical (r = .34, p < .01; 90% CI = .17–.50), but not maxi-
mum performance (r = .11, ns; 90% CI = –.08–.29). The difference between these
two validity coefficients was significant in the predicted direction (tW =1.72; df =
72, p < .05), supporting H2.
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TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, Internal Consistencies and Intercorrelations Among Study Variables
n M SD Age Gender SI BDI SI and BDI
Typical
Performance
Maximum
Performance
Age 167 28.18 3.48 —
Gendera 167 0.31 .46 –.03 —
SI 79 3.00 .47 –.15 .07 (.50)
BDI 79 2.68 .59 –.18 .01 .48** (.71)
SI and BDI combined 79 2.84 .46 –.19 .04 .82** .89** (.69)
Typical performance 162 3.18 .54 –.24** .12 .41** .34** .43** (.96)
Maximum performance 167 3.37 .45 –.26** .08 .25* .11 .20 .34** (.96)
Note. SI = Situational interview; BDI = behavior decripton interview. Internal consistencies are reported in the diagonal.
amale = 0, female = 1, correlations are point biserial, because the variable is dichotomous.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
Multiple Regression
Next, we used regression to test the incremental validity of the two structured inter-
views for predicting typical performance beyond the prediction of maximum per-
formance (see Table 3). The difference between typical and maximum perfor-
mance is due primarily to a person’s motivation (e.g., McCloy et al., 1994; Sackett
et al., 1988). Hence, any variable adding incremental validity to the prediction of
typical performance beyond that which has been accounted for by an assessment
of maximum performance on the same task is likely to be motivational in nature.
The results revealed that both the SI (β = .35, p < .01) and the BDI (β = .30, p <
.01) added significant variance to the prediction of typical performance after tak-
ing into account maximum performance as a predictor. These findings support H3
and H4. The structured interviews primarily assess an interviewee’s task-related
motivation. In addition, the inclusion of the SI into the regression on typical perfor-
mance lowered the unique impact of maximum performance on typical perfor-
mance from β = .34, p < .01 to β = .25, p < .05. A Sobel test revealed that this effect
was significant (z = 2.24, p < .05). This suggests that the SI accounted for variance
common to performance under both typical and maximum performance condi-
tions. Given that the main component common across typical and maximum per-
formance on the same task is a person’s task related ability (Sackett et al., 1988),
this finding suggests that the SI assessed those aspects of an individual’s task re-
lated knowledge or ability that is relevant to teamplaying under both typical and
maximum performance conditions.
DISCUSSION
The results of this study suggest that the BDI assesses primarily an interviewee’s
motivation rather than ability. The SI too appears to assess a person’s motivation.
In addition, it accounted for variance due to ability in typical as well as maximum
performance. Furthermore, the SI accounted for incremental validity in the predic-
tion of typical performance beyond that which had been accounted for by maxi-
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TABLE 3
Typical Performance Regressed on Interviews and Underlying Constructs
Situational Interview Behavior Description Interview
Variable F df R2 β F df R2 β
Maximum performance 9.48** 73 .11 .34** 9.48** 73 .11 .34**
Maximum performance 10.74** 72 .23 .25* 9.30** 72 .21 .30**
Interview .35** .30**
*p < .05. **p < .01.
mum performance. In short, the SI not only measured what interviewees were able
to do, but even more so what interviewees chose to do on a day-to-day basis.
The significance of this study is fivefold in that it addresses empirical, theoreti-
cal, methodological, and practical considerations. The introduction of the typical
or maximum performance distinction appeared in the literature years ago (Sackett
et al., 1988). Although it is acknowledged to be important (e.g., Borman, 1991;
Boudreau, 1991; Campbell, 1990; Guion, 1991, 1998; Sackett & Larson, 1990), it
has generated very little empirical research. This study contributes to the emerging
empirical findings regarding the importance of distinguishing between typical and
maximum performance. Both the observations of the participants, as well as the
factor analysis, suggest that typical and maximum performance are distinct al-
though related constructs. Moreover, the predictive validation and regression anal-
yses show that different conclusions are reached when one performance measure is
used rather than the other. Despite the few preceding empirical studies, this ap-
pears to be a relatively robust finding given the diversity of the populations from
which the samples were drawn, namely, grocery store workers, military personnel,
participants in a laboratory experiment, and in this study, MBA students, as well as
the different countries in which these studies were conducted, namely, Canada, the
Netherlands, Singapore, and the United States, and as well as the different criterion
measures that have been used, namely, speed of processing grocery store items,
transformational leadership, performance on an administrative task, and team-
playing behavior in an MBA program.
Building on the knowledge gathered regarding the changing role of ability and
motivation during typical and maximum performance (Klehe & Anderson, 2004;
Sackett et al., 1988), this study is the first to draw on the distinction between typi-
cal and maximum performance for delineating the basic nature of the constructs
underlying the criterion-related validity of the BDI and SI.
Of further theoretical as well as practical significance is that a person’s mo-
tivation can be assessed by focusing on either past choices or future intentions in an
interview setting. The validity coefficients regarding the SI for both typical and
maximum performance provide support for Latham’s (1989) assertion that the mo-
tivation voiced in a SI may well be influenced by an interviewee’s ability. Further-
more, only the SI predicted performance in both performance domains. This may
be due to the situational specificity of the SI.3 The SI captures situations likely to
be encountered in the respective performance domain. This situational specificity
likely explains the predictive validity even when the internal consistency of an-
swers is low. In the context of this study, this effect may have been particularly pro-
nounced due to the clearly defined context of the study (teamplaying within a rela-
tively standardized MBA program). The BDI, in contrast, asks participants to
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3We thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this suggestion.
recall situations matching the major characteristics of the question. It does not,
however, impose the same situational boundaries interviewees will encounter on
the job. That is, if applicants can report a suitable situation from their past, this situ-
ation and their reaction to it will be additionally influenced by the context (e.g., by
their past organization having a different organizational climate than the current
one). Thus, the suitability of the match achieved between reported and predicted
situation may depend not only on participants’ understanding of the question, but
also on their prior experience in similar performance contexts (or the absence
thereof) and their capability to remember such situations. This suggests that these
variables may serve not as predictors accounting for the BDI’s criterion-related va-
lidity (testable via mediation analyses), but as moderators influencing validity.
A methodological contribution of this research to the study of typical and maxi-
mum performance is that it is the first to use manipulation checks for (a) ensuring
that typical and maximum performance conditions differ on the three dimensions
outlined by Sackett et al. (1988), and (b) for ensuring that the dimensions of typical
and maximum performance are comparable (Cascio, 1998). This was indicated in
this study by the comparability on the relevance of the behaviors evaluated, and the
reliability of the performance observations (Cascio, 1998) as indicated by the ease
with which the behaviors were observed in the typical and maximum performance
situations, respectively. These manipulation checks are important for strengthen-
ing the confidence that can be placed in the inferences that are drawn.
Finally, the practical significance of this study is that it shows how the predic-
tive validity of these two interviews are affected by the use of typical versus
maximum measures of a person’s performance. For jobs demanding typical as
well as high maximum performance (e.g., fire fighter, ambulance driver), be-
cause of the stressful short-duration circumstances, the SI appears to be a mea-
sure of choice.
Potential Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Our conclusions regarding the constructs underlying the SI and the BDI are argu-
ably tentative due to the fact that no direct measure of ability or motivation was in-
cluded in the study. Future research should do so as typical and maximum perfor-
mance lie on a continuum.
A difficulty in comparing typical and maximum performance is establishing
parallel situations that do not differ practically from each other beyond the three di-
mensions outlined by Sackett et al. (1988). Prior studies have manipulated typical
versus maximum without taking into account potential covariates of their manipu-
lation, such as variations in customer demands during typical but not maximum
performance conditions (Sackett et al., 1988), or recruits’ focus on military knowl-
edge and physical development during the typical versus their focus on leadership
abilities during the maximum performance condition (Ployhart et al., 2001, p.
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822). Concerns regarding the comparability of typical and maximum performance
are also justified in this study. For example, the MBA students might have inter-
acted differently, or to a lesser extent with each other in their project group as op-
posed to their study group. However, the manipulation checks and the reliability
coefficients of the assessments of typical and maximum performance suggest that
this was not a problem in this study. In addition, the assessments of both typical
and maximum performance were highly reliable.
Arguably, the results obtained from students performing in an MBA program
may not generalize to other work settings. However, the MBA students in this
study had an average of 5 years of work experience in a vast array of positions. Ar-
guably, these results may generalize to work settings because of the importance of
teamplaying in many work contexts. The items that comprised the teamplaying
scale used in this study are likely to be applicable across organizational settings
(e.g., “meets deadlines,” “pays attention during group meetings”). Finally, there
was a high level of task involvement, responsibility, and interdependence among
the people who participated in this study that is similarly required in many work
settings (Druskat & Wolff, 1999). Nevertheless, the participants in this study had
already entered (chosen) this business school, and wanted to make a positive first
impression. In other contexts, a jobseeker who already has several job offers may
not be highly motivated to perform well, although the situation calls for maximum
performance.
Future research should not only replicate these results, but also examine the
degree to which they are content dependent. The items that constitute a written
intelligence, interest, or personality test are invariant. In contrast to these pencil
and paper tests, the questions that constitute the BDI and SI reflect the interests
of different interviewers in terms of the information that they desire from inter-
viewees. Although the current content domain of team playing is likely to be pri-
marily a function of performers’ ongoing motivation (e.g., Cronbach, 1960),
there is nothing to preclude interview questions that aim primarily at a person’s
knowledge or ability (e.g., “The light on one panel is amber; the light on the
other panel appears to have changed to a light red. What would you do in this
situation?” “The validity coefficient for a test of emotional intelligence is .09
(with n = 800 and p < .05) for a specific position. What would you recommend
to the client?”).
The results of this study provide additional support for the contention that the
typical structured interview taps primarily a person’s motivation (Van Iddekinge,
Raymark, & Roth, 2005). This finding likely reflects the fact that interviewers typ-
ically seek this information. Moreover, the job analysis on which the BDI and SI
are derived, namely, the CIT, yield information on critical behaviors that require
ability (maximum performance) and desire (typical performance) to demonstrate
on the job. The SI taps these two dimensions of performance.
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APPENDIX
Example for a comparable SI and BDI question
SI Question Your group is working on a very important project. All of you want
to achieve a good grade. You have a tight deadline. One member of
your group was especially successful in this area the last term. Sup-
ported by two other group members, she takes the lead on your
group project. She keeps the minutes and controls the flow of infor-
mation during the discussion. However, you have the strong im-
pression that she only records ideas supportive of her position, and
makes decisions on issues without consulting with others. What
would you do?
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
BDI Question Tell me about a time when someone took over the leadership of a
group-project, and ignored contributions that were not in accor-
dance with his or her own opinion. What were the circumstances?
What exactly did you do? What was the outcome?
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
____________________________________________________
Scoring Guide
5 Involve the other group members; ask them their opinions on the
topic of discussion; ask everyone to take notes; ask the leader to
send her notes for correction and supplementation by the others.
3 Ask someone to take the minutes and send them to the group for
comment.
Or: confront the current leader only if I am not satisfied with the
direction the project is taking. Do nothing if I think that the so-
lution achieved so far is actually good for the project.
1 Do nothing.
Rating: 5 4 3 2 1
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